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INTRODUCTION

The Loma Prieta Earthquake of October 17, 1989 caused $125 million
dollars of damage to U.S. Navy facilities. The predominant cause of damage was
liquefaction of cohesionless waterfront deposits. This is a major continuing problem
faced by the Navy which because of mission requirements must be situated at the
waterfront often on marginal soils. This report will analyze the response of soils at
Naval Station, Treasure Island documenting settlements observed and serving as a
benchmark to calibrate soil settlement prediction algorithms. Of significance to this
event was the fact that 80 percent of the loss of life occurred in a heavily
concentrated damaged area approximately 50 miles from the fault rupture zone.
The local site soil effects are the most striking feature of the Loma Prieta event.
Reference 1 through 20 were used as part of this study.

The Earthquake

The earthquake (References 1,2,3) occurred when a segment of the San
Andreas fault northeast of Santa Cruz, California ruptured over a length of 28 miles
producing a Richter local magnitude, ML, of 7.0 and an average surface wave
magnitude, M S, of 7.1. The epicenter was 10 miles northeast of Santa Cruz and 20
miles south of San Jose. Figure 1 shows the fault rupture main shock and the
numerous after shocks in both plan view and in two section views. Figure 2
illustrates a cross-section of the fault region showing the dipping fault plane and the
hypocenter, Reference 2. The initial rupture length was estimated to be 24 miles.
The main rupture began at a depth of 11 miles below the earth's surface and near
the center of what would be the rupture plane. Over the next 7 to 10 seconds the
rupture spread approximately 12 miles to the north and 12 miles to the south The
unusual middle location of the hypocenter within the rupture location contributed to
the unusually short duration of the event. Approximately 8 to 10 seconds of strong
shaking was observed which is considerably less than would be expected from an
event of this size. The rupture propagated towards the earth's surface but during the
main event appears to have stopped at a depth of 3 to 4 miles. 0

The section of fault rupture for the Loma Prieta earthquake is the southern part
of the section of the San Andreas which ruptured in the 1906 magnitude 8+
earthquake. This part of the fault contains a bend resulting in a localized . Ces

Dist abpeola-
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compression zone. Figure 2 illustrates the fault showing the right lateral

(horizontal) and reverse ship (vertical) motion. The right lateral offset was 6.2 feet

and the vertical offset was 4.3 feet, Reference 1. This combination was a significant

cause of the unusually high vertical ground surface accelerations. Figures 3 and 4

show the ratio of vertical acceleration to horizontal acceleration. In Figure 3 both

components are considered and in Figure 4 the average horizontal component is

used. These figures show that in the region near faulting vertical components

exceed the traditional level of 50 percent of horizontal components. A total of 51

aftershocks of magnitude 3.0 or larger occurred within the first 24 hours after the

main shock. Figure 5 shows the region affected by the event. Several factors

combined to keep damage and loss of life down:

The rupture occurred in a sparsely populated location.

The duration of strong motion was short.

The event hypocenter was centrally located and spread uniformly.

NAVAL STATION TREASURE ISLAND

Geology

Figure 6 shows the faulting around the Treasure Island site and the Loma

Prieta earthquake rupture zone (References 4,5 and 6). Treasure Island is a man-

made island constructed in the 1930s and situated between San Francisco and

Oakland and attached to Yerba Buena Island by a short causeway, Figure 7,
Reference 7. Over 29 million cubic yards of mostly fine-to-medium grained sand

was dredged from borrow areas in the San Francisco bay and used as fill material

over the Yerba Buena Shoals north of Yerba Buena Island. The bottom of the

shoals area varied in depth from -2 feet to - 26 feet mean lower low water. About 65

percent of the bottom sediments in this area were composed of sand and the

remainder was soft clay. A low mound of rock was placed along the perimeter of

island to act as a retaining dike for the sand fill, Figure 8. The fill material was

deposited hydraulically by using a pipeline, by hopper and by clam shell dredge.

Where the depth of the shoals exceeded -6 feet a bed of hydraulic sand fill was

placed. The dikes were constructed such that each succeeding level was placed
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inward of the lower dike and rested on previous levels of hydraulic fill. Fill was
placed to a level of + 13 feet. Photography of the construction shows that the dike
was constructed in segments starting at the southwest corner. A low weir was
installed to allow water from the hydraulic dredges and soft mud displaced by the fill
to escape. A small dredge was used to remove areas of entrapped mud.

During construction a 500 foot length of the north end of the east perimeter dike
settled 10 to 14 feet. This failure area was stabilized by flattening the slope and
placing a layer of sand beyond the dike toe. The north dike design was modified by
first excavating a 400-foot trench 20 to 30 feet deep and backfilling with coarse sand
as a foundation for the rock dike, Reference 7.

Soil Conditions

The ground level of Treasure Island varies from + 10.5 to + 16 feet above mean
lower low water level with a water table between + 6 feet and + 0 feet. Water levels

are affected by the permeability of the sand fill and vary with proximity to the
perimeter dike. The ground water levels at the center of the island are less affected
by the tide and vary from 5 to 8 feet below the ground surface. During the
earthquake it is thought the water table near the island perimeter was at +3 feet.
Numerous explorations have been made by drill and sample or cone penetration
testing, Figures 9 and 10, References 4, 5 and 6. Subsurface materials can be
divided into four strata:

1) Loose to medium dense hydraulically placed sand fill;

2) Loose to medium dense native material, Yerba Buena Shoals sands and
medium stiff native clays,

3) Recent Bay sediments of medium stiff olive gray silty clay (Bay Mud) but
containing some soft clay zones; and,

4) Older Bay mud sediments consisting of brownish and greenish gray very stiff

sandy, silty and/or peaty clays and dense sands.
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The fill material is a fine to medium grained sand and has gradations ranging
from well to poorly graded. It contains varying amounts of gravel, silt and clay. In
general the fill material is of lower density, looser, has a lower penetration
resistance and lower shell content than the native shoals sands and clays. However
from an engineering perspective the fill and native materials are thought sufficiently
the same from an earthquake performance basis so as to be classified as a common
strata. Thickness contours of the fill and native shoals strata are shown in Figure 11
and is seen to vary between 30 to 50 feet for the most part. Figure 12 gives cross
sections of Standard Penetration Test corrected blowcounts for this strata. The

blowcount data is reported from recent data using appropriate penetration
procedures (rotary wash drilling techniques, appropriate hammer size and drop etc.)
and from Cone Peneti ometer Test probes from which data was converted to
blowcounts utilizing site specific correlations. Corrected data from previous
investigations has also been included. The blowcounts show the material to be loose

to medium dense and susceptible to liquefaction under seismic shaking. Note the
extensive shaded region containing blowcounts less than 10. Values less then 10
would have a high probability of liquefaction under moderate earthquakes and are
high hazard regions regardless of what procedure of analysis is used.

Below the fill and native material layer is a layer of Bay Mud composed of a
medium plastic silty clay with interbedded regions of sand and silt. These recent
Bay sediments vary in thickness between 10 and 120 feet. The layers were deposited
in a marine environment and are normally consolidated.

The older Bay sediments of Pleistocene age are generally stiff to sandy, silty and
or peaty clays that extend down to the Franciscan bedrock. The layer is lightly to
moderately overconsolidated. Bedrock is at a depth of about 280 feet below ground
surface. Thickness of the older Bay sediments is estimated to range from 20 to 170
feet.

Figure 13 shows a plan view of Treasure Island where post earthquake testing
was performed by Hryciw et. al., Reference 5. Based on seismic cone penetration
test shear wave propagation velocities for the fill materials and the recent Bay Muds
were determined, Figures 14 and 15. Equations of best fit were computed. Shear

modulus and damping as functions of shear strain were determined for use in
analysis, Figure 16.

4



Ground Motion

Strong motion recordings were obtained from an instrument on Treasure Island,
Figure 17, References 1, 2 and 5. The peak horizontal ground acceleration
components from the main shock were 0.16g and 0.10g. A significant factor in the
Loma Prieta earthquake was the amplification of ground motion in areas underlain

be thick deposits of Bay sediments. Treasure Island falls within this observation

especially in comparison with recordings on nearby Yerba Buena where the peak
horizontal acceleration recorded on a rock site were about three times less than

those on Treasure Island. This will be discussed in the following section.
Observation of the Treasure Island record shows that at about 15 seconds after the

start of recording, the ground motion was subdued; this was probably caused by the
occurrence of subsurface liquefaction. Liquefaction occurred after about 4 or 5
"cycles" of shaking after about 5 seconds of strong motion. Sand boils were observed

at numerous locations and bayward lateral spreading occurred with associated

settlements. Ground cracking was visible with individual cracks as wide as 6 inches.
Overall lateral spreading of 1 foot was estimated. Ground survey measurements
indicate that settlements of 2 to 6 inches occurred variably across the island and that

some areas had as much as 10 to 12 inches of settlement. The liquefaction related
deformations resulted in damage to several structures and numerous broken

underground utility lines.

Yerba Buena

Yerba Buena Island is a large rocky outcrop. Figure 18 shows the accelerogram

components recorded for the main shock. Note that the horizontal components
were 0.068g and 0.031g, both significantly less than those on Treasure Island.
Figures 19 and 20 show the 5 percent damped response spectra for the two sites for

both horizontal components of motion illustrating the spectral amplification. Note
the significant soft soil amplification shown in Figure 19 for Treasure Island and

compare it to Figure 20, Reference 2.
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EARTHQUAKE DAMAGE

General Ground Deformation

There was extensive evidence of settlement and differential settlement
adjacent to or inside buildings. The region around Buildings 2 and 3 which was
constructed on piles settled on the order of 4 to 6 inches while the structures
remained at their original elevation. There was evidence of extensive liquefaction
by the presence of sand boils up to 20 feet in diameter. The large sand boils with
the accompanying settlement and expulsion of water created areas of ponded water.

Figure 13 shows locations of test performed by Hryciw (Reference 5). At the
UM1 location no damage was seen. Some liquefaction occurred in adjacent inland
areas near UM3 and subsidence of the retaining dike was noted at UM12. During
construction the north eastern section of the dike settled extensively and the dike
design was modified. At this location, a 400 foot long trench was dug to a depth of
of 20 to 30 feet and was backfilled with sand.

Lateral spreading and settlement of the dike occurred in a number of
locations. The maximum settlement at the top of the dike was nearly 2 feet. Lateral
spreading cracking was widely observed. It is estimated that 8 inches of the
settlement was caused by shaking-induced compaction and the remainder was
lateral spreading. A 2500 foot long crack opened near the east side of the island
and passed through Building 7. The floor slab cracked and a major sand inflow
occurred filling the ground floor of the building with sand to a depth of 6 inches in
one area. The area between 3rd and 5th Streets and near l1th Street exhibited
lateral spreading movements having cracks of 0.5 inches. Summation of horizontal
crack widths indicates a total bayward movement of 6 to 12 inches may have
occurred at the dike area. Survey data shows that at Avenue N and 3rd Avenue
approximately 10 inches of lateral movement occurred primarily eastward. Most
spreading movement was restricted to an area within a distance of 200 feet from the
perimeter dike. The lateral spreading occurred only during the period of actual

earthquake motion and did not continue to move afterward.

Ground surface settlements of up to 12 inches occurred. Examination of
subsurface conditions indicates that the liquefied zones may have extended to within
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about 5 feet of the ground surface. Six buildings suffered significant damage. Several
structures of the 1930's vintage suffered cracking, separation of floor slabs and
minor sand inflows. More than 40 underground utility breaks occurred. Pre- and
post-earthquake survey data were used to construct Figure 21 showing the shaking
induced compaction settlements as reported by Egan et. al, References 4 and 8.
They used blowcount data to estimate settlements to expand the limited settlement
survey data. They initially used a procedure by Tokimatsu and Seed (Reference 14)
which was found to over estimate settlements by a factor of two. A modified
procedure was developed which incorporated the liquefaction assessment models of
Liao and others (Reference 15) and the influence of grain size on post-cyclic
volumetric strain after Lee and Albaisa (Reference 16). Figure 21 shows elevation
changes at survey monuments or reference points. There was good agreement
between the estimated settlements and observed survey settlement data. Figure 21
shows that for the thickest zones of liquefied soil, settlements of 8 to 10 inches may
have occurred.

Most buildings on Treasure Island suffered no or minor damage which was
limited to minor cracking or differential settlement. Several buildings near the
perimeter dike or areas of significant lateral spreading did experience greater
damage. These areas experienced 6 to 10 inches of settlement. Buildings which
were situated in areas which settled less than 6 inches generally experienced only
minor damage. Figure 22 summarizes damage.

Forty-four breaks in utility pipelines included 28 fire and freshwater lines of steel

or asbestos cement, 10 sewage lines of vitrified clay and 6 welded-steel gas lines.
Many of the breaks occurred near the dike in areas of high lateral spreading. Crude
estimates of lateral spreading required to cause failure are:

Type Pipe Diameter Spreading to Induce
Failure

Steel or Asbestos Cement 0 to 4 in 1 inch
Steel or Asbestos Cement 12 to 16 in 6 to 12 inches
vitrified clay pipe 1/4 inch
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Densified Soil

The area by the wharf at the south-eastern corner of the island was densified by
Terraprobe. It showed no signs of liquefaction, spreading or settlement. In areas

adjacent to the improved area major sand boils were observed so it may reasonably

be concluded that the site improvement kept the area from liquefying. Lateral

spreading was not observed adjacent to the north section of the dike which was

modified during construction and placed on a foundation of sand, Reference 13. In

this area the dike subsided more than in adjacent areas.

IMPROVED SITE RESPONSE

Medical Dental Building

The Medical/Dental building was under construction at the time of the Loma

Prieta earthquake. The subsurface section along the east-west centerline of the
project site is shown in Figure 23. Note that the soil to a depth of 31 to 43 feet is

loose to medium dense hydraulically placed sand fill, generally fine to medium
grained containing less than 10 percent material finer than the #200 sieve. The

zone contains occasional thin layers of soft compressible silt. Beneath this layer is a

soft to medium stiff clayey silt (Bay Mud) layer of 30 foot depth. The Bay Mud is

underlain by alternating layers of dense to very dense sands and stiff to hard clays,

Reference 13.

The structure was to consist of a two story steel frame structure. Typical column
spacing was 30 feet and the dead plus live column loads are up to 230 kips. The site

is potentially liquefiable. The structure could have been supported on piles or
spread footings with site densification. It was decided to densify the upper layer of

sand fill to a minimum relative density of 75 percent beneath the building extending

to a distance 20 feet beyond the building. Vibro-replacement technique using gravel

backfill was chosen as the method for densification. Tests were conducted to

determine probe spacing. It was decided to use 10 foot probe spacing to a depth of
22 feet. Since there were zones of silt and clay in the sand fill, the specifications did

not require improvement in areas where the Cone Penetration Test friction ratio

was greater than 2 percent. The uppermost few feet were to be compacted to 95

percent relative compaction using surface compactors. A study of pre and post
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densification penetration test showed that the upper 10 feet of sand was already
dense and was not improved. The lower level of the layer between depths of 10 to
22 feet which was initially loose was densified. Using a volume calculation method it
was estimated that the upper 22 feet were densified to a relative density range
between 77 and 80. The silty sand fill interbedded with zones of silt and clay which
underlay the upper zone to a depth of 40 feet was not adequately densified; no
attempt was made to densify soils in the 22 to 40 foot range. At the time of the
earthquake about 40 percent of the footings were built and two 22-foot deep
elevator shafts were excavated.

The bottom 8 feet of the 22-foot deep elevator shafts were filled with sand from
liquefaction flows of the untreated sand fill between a depth of 22 to 40 feet. Total
settlement of the site could not be determined since the benchmarks settled,
differential settlement of the footings of 0.88 inches over a distance of 180 feet was
noted. It appears that liquefaction did not occur in the upper 22 feet.

Building 450

Building 450 is a three story steel frame office building built in 1967. The
structure is actually composed of two buildings, the first 160 feet by 160 feet in plan
and the other 54 by 124 feet in plan located 100 feet northwest of the first. The
buildings have concrete walls and floors; typical dead plus live column loads are 250
to 300 kips. The subsurface section along the north-south project centerline is
shown in Figure 24. The profile is similar to that in Figure 23 with the upper 30 feet
being loose to medium dense hydraulically placed sand fill underlain by a layer of
soft to medium stiff silty clay approximately 20 feet thick (Bay Mud). Note the
sloping bedrock formation, Figure 24. It was decided to use densification since
some piles would be end bearing on bedrock and some piles would only rely on
friction. Conventional concrete piles were viewed as a high cost alternative lacking
lateral stability if liquefaction occurred. Sand compaction piles spaced 4 feet on
centers beneath footings and 5 feet on centers beneath floor slabs was chosen as the
method for site improvement. The specifications called for a minimum relative
density of 75 percent in the sand fill to a depth of 30 feet beneath the footings and
65 percent to a depth of 30 feet beneath the floor area and to a distance of 10 feet
beyond the building perimeter. The mandrel used for the sand piles was a 14-inch
diameter steel casing fitted with a loose steel bottom plate. The mandrel was driven
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to the required depth and backfilled with coarse sand. The top end of the mandrel
was closed and a minimum air pressure of 100 psi was applied to the column of sand
as the mandrel was withdrawn. Figure 25 shows Standard Penetration Test
blowcounts before and after densification. While the average relative density
exceeded minimum requirements and the average overall densification was
adequate, there were isolated zones of silt and clay which were not densified to
minimum requirements, Reference 13.

There was no evidence of damage to this structure. Some lateral spreading, sand
boils and localized settlement were observed outside the improved area.

Buildings 487,488 and 489

The three story buildings with exterior and interior concrete block walls, precast
concrete floor slabs, and concrete slab on grade first floors were constructed in
1973. Typical dead plus live loads for the bearing walls are in the range of 5 to 7
kips per foot. The building does not have columns or independent footings. Figure
26 shows the subsurface section along the east-west centerline of the project site.
The upper 24 to 33 feet of soil are very loose to medium dense hydraulically placed
sand fill with occasional layers of soft compressible silts and clays. Below this layer
is a zone of dense sand underlain by a 4 foot thick layer of soft silty clay (Bay Mud).
The structure rests on spread footings bearing on densified sand fill. The
specifications required that the sand fill be improved to a relative density of 75
percent to a depth of 30 feet beneath the buildings to a distance of 10 feet beyond
each buildings perimeter. Vibrocompaction was used for densification. The
specification called for the vibrator to be inserted at each compaction point to a
depth of 30 feet below grade and maintained at that depth for a period of one
minute and then withdrawn at a rate of not more than 1 foot per minute. Crushed
rock was continuously placed around the vibrator during the process. The upper 1
foot of sand was compacted to 95 percent relative compaction using a vibratory
compactor. Standard Penetration Tests taken indicate that relative densities
equaled or exceeded specification minimums.

Building 487 experienced minor cracking in the concrete floor slab caused by
differential settlement. The other buildings did not sustain any damage.
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Buildings 452 and 453

Buildings 452 and 453 consist of six wings four stories high radiating from a

central core. Building 453, built in 1969 has its core loads carried by circumferential

and radial walls; dead plus live loads are approximately 7 kips per linear foot of

wall. Figure 27 shows a subsurface profile along a north-south centerline of the

project site. The upper 45 feet consists of loose to medium dense hydraulically

placed sand fill underlain by about 20 feet of soft to medium stiff clayey silt (Bay

Mud). Below the Bay Mud are alternating layers of stiff clays and dense sands.

Figure 27 shows blowcounts and indicates that liquefaction would be expected as

evidenced by blowcounts below 10. The building specification called for

densification to 70 percent relative density to a depth of 30 feet under the building

extending 10 feet beyond the building perimeter. The upper 4 feet were to be

excavated, backfilled and compacted to a minimum of 95 percent relative

compaction. Nonstructural timber piles were used as the means for densification of

both buildings. The piles were 8 inches in diameter at the tip and 12 inches at the

butt, 20 feet long and driven 25 feet into the fill. The tops were driven to a depth

below the water table to prevent deterioration. Unfortunately data giving post-

driving density is not available, Reference 13.

After the earthquake the buildings were inspected and no major structural

damage was observed. At Building 453 there was one concrete spall and cracks in

the floor system. Some repairs were required for the slab on grade which had

settled less than 3/8 inch. No significant damage to Building 452 was observed.

Sand boils or foundation distress were not observed around the building.

SOFT SITE RESPONSE

Treasure Island Site Parameters

Hryciw et. al., Reference 5, performed post-earthquake cone penetration tests to

determine shear wave velocities. This data was presented above, Figure 14 and 15.

They estimate that the shear wave velocity in the sand fill upper layer was defined

by a best fit of the data as:

Vs = 150 + 4 z
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where z is depth in meters and Vs is in meters per second.

They estimate the shear wave velocity for the Bay Mud layer to be:

Vs = 30 z 0.55

For the alternating layers of stiff clay and dense sands the following is estimated:

Vs = 250 + 2z

For the purposes of constructing a site model the following additional
information can be used.

Soil Depth Shear Wave Velocity
Silty sand 100 to 141 ft. 1100 ft./sec.
Stiff to hard clay 141 ft. 1100 ft./sec.
Stiff to hard clay 285 ft. 1400 ft./sec.

Hryciw et. al., Reference 5, used the computer program SHAKE to analyze
the soil profiles at Treasure Island. SHAKE is a frequency domain analysis using
strain dependent elastic material parameters. They ran a parameter analysis to
consider the uncertainty in specification of the older bay deposits using the
measured rock accelerogram recorded on Yerba Buena as the basis for bedrock
motion. Their results which would be classed as typical response of this category of
analysis are shown in Figure 28. They compute a peak surface acceleration of 0.18 g
in comparison with the recorded value of 0.16 g. The recorded spectra exceeds the
computed spectra which is explained by Hryciw that the SHAKE analysis does not
take into account the softening of the upper layers with the onset of liquefaction.
Their analysis shows that the upper layer most amplified the motion, Figure 29.
They correlated increase in computed surface acceleration with regions of observed
increase in seismic effects.

Seed et. al., Reference 2, analyze the same site using the following:

12



Soil Type Depth Shear Wave Velocity
Loose Sandy Fill 0 to 30 ft. 500 to 600 ft./sec.

Loose silty sand 30 to 45 ft. 550 to 650 ft./sec.
Silty clay Bay Mud 45 to 100 ft. 500 to 700 ft./sec.

Dense sand & silty sand 100 to 140 ft. 1100 ft./sec.

Stiff to hard clay 285 ft. 1100 to 1400 ft./sec.

The calculated peak ground acceleration of 0.18 g agrees with the measured value
of 0.16 g. The results show a spectral amplification of 4 to 5 although the computed

spectral content is lower than observed, Figure 30. Seed et. al. explains the
underestimation of the computed spectra as caused by surface waves generated by
the dipping of the Yerba Buena rock outcrop beneath the alluvium and fill of
Treasure Island. The late occurrence of liquefaction would not explain the

underestimation of long period spectral response ( > 0.15 sec). They note that peak
spectral response occurs at a period of 0.6 seconds and has a secondary response at
1.3 seconds. The 0.6 seconds does not represent the predominant period of this

deep soft site but rather would be at the 1.3 seconds. The 0.6 second peak results

from the site being strongly excited by the input rock motion having an energy

concentration at this period.

One should conclude that the soil column analysis using SHAKE is an effective
tool for predicting approximate levels of response. It is a simple expedient tool to
use requiring data that is usually easily available. It can reliably indicate
amplification when the site is properly modeled. However, it does not account for

softening of material properties or sloping bedrock conditions. When applied to the
Treasure Island site it reliably warns the engineer that substantial amplification will

occur. This waining can be used as a screening indicating additional analysis may
be needed when warranted by the construction project. Caution should be exercised

in using code provisions which may not be representative of the worst case

conditions at a soft site. It would be expected that at high levels of ground shaking

significant nonlinear response would occur which would not exhibit the same levels

of amplification as at low levels of shaking; however the absolute values of motion
could be higher. Seed et. al. (1992) shows results for 3 additional sites where
SHAKE was in reasonable agreement with observed spectra, Figure 31. They

conclude that nonlinear methods in theory may equal or exceed the accuracy of
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linear methods; but, in practice the analyses often under-predict results because

overdamping or poor modeling negate any advantage.

LIQUEFACTION PREDICTION

Current Capabilities

A question of importance to the Navy is whether we can predict with high
reliability the locations on a Navy base which will experience liquefaction. In the
case of Treasure Island Standard Penetration Blowcounts of less than 10 exist in
widespread areas. We have had tools for over 20 years which tell us that areas
where blowcounts are less than 10 will liquefy during modest levels of ground
shaking. In 1985 Seed et. al. updated data using the Standard Penetration Test.
The Standard Penetration Test was standardized to an energy level of 60 percent of
the free fall energy of the hammer.

Figure 32 shows Seed's, Reference 21, liquefaction assessment chart where the
soil conditions are defined by the Standard Penetration Resistance, (N1) 60, and the
earthquake loading by average shear stress divided by the effective vertical
confining pressure. Figure 32 is based on a magnitude 7.5 earthquake and takes
into account the percentage of fine material passing the number 200 sieve. Figure
33 was generated to show the effects of other magnitudes. Both Figures 32 and 33

apply to level ground conditions free of initial static shear stress. A soil element in
and embankment or beneath a structure has an initial static shear stress and has an
initial shear stress ratio of alpha defined as the shear stress on the horizontal plane
divided by the effective vertical confining pressure. A correction factor to be
applied to the blowcount resistance to account for initial static shear has been
developed by Hynes et. al. (1988) based on laboratory tests on Folsom gravels,
Figure 34. It is assumed that the initial static shear increases resistance to
liquefaction. Finn (1991) points out that "this increase applies to resistance to cyclic
mobility rather than to liquefaction, that is to non-contractive materials." Dense

cohesionless soils would be expected to have greater resistance to deformation and
retain their strengths when initial static shears are present. However Vaid and
Chern, Reference 19, show for contractive materials the initial static shear decreases
the resistance to cyclic loading. Loose soils would tend to experience an increase in
contractiveness and a strength drop after reaching peak strength. The effect of a
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soils looseness in terms of relative density is shown in Figure 35. When a structure
rests on loose sand factors of much less than 1.0 must be applied to the shear stress
ratio. This in effect reduces the strength of the soil which can be counted upon for
very loose deposits. This is of critical significance to Navy waterfront facilities.

Increasing vertical confining pressures also has the effect of reducing the resistance
to cyclic loading for the very loose sands, Reference 20. Figure 32 was developed
for clean sands; to apply Figure 32 to silty sands the following corrections were
proposed by Seed et. al., Reference 18, to be added to the penetration resistance:

Fine Content Value to add

(blows/ft)

10% 1

25% 2

50% 4

75% 5

In addition to the Standard penetration Test, the Cone Penetration Test has been

related to liquefaction, Reference 22.

Of significant interest is that given the occurrence of low blowcounts what will be

the resulting deformation state in a given earthquake? This is best explained in

terms of the residual steady state strength of the soil. Soils at a density looser than

critical state are contractive, generate pore pressures and suffer near complete loss

of residual strength, line 1, Figure 36. Cyclic mobility is a term applied to

cohesionless soils that are at a density greater than that at the critical void ratio;

such soils are expansive or less contractive than loose soils under cyclic loading and

exhibit a stress-strain behavior with limited deformation, line 2 Figure 36. Under

loading dense soils tend to expand approaching the critical void ratio and loose soils

tend to contract approaching the critical void ratio. The undrained steady state

strength is maintained over a large range of strain. In 1988 Seed et. al., Reference

18, developed an estimate of residual strength as a function corrected blowcounts.

It must be emphasized that this was developed from case histories and only is

intended to give approximate values.
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DETAILED ANALYSIS OF SITE

Site Analysis

It was of interest to examine the Treasure Island site to explore reasons for the
site amplification. The data reported by Hryciw et. al. (Reference 5) was used as
the starting point for this investigation. Additional information on the site was
obtained from Reference 23 and is shown in Figures 37 and 38. Figure 37 shows the
blowcounts from a Standard Penetration Test which are noted to be less than 10 for
a significant portion of the profile. Figure 38 shows the undrained shear strength.

SHAKE Analysis

Using the same soil profile defined in Reference 5, the soil column was analyzed
for the Loma Prieta earthquake using the SHAKE85 computer program. The
Yerba Buena Island record was used as the rock input motion and average cyclic
shear strain was taken as 0.65 times the maximum shear strain. Professor Rollins,
Reference 5, used SHAKE90 a more recent version of the same program.
SHAKE90 uses strain dependent properties based on the ratio of shear modulus as
a function of strain to the maximum shear modulus which occurs at low strain;
multiple functions can be used for representation of sands and clays. SHAKE85
uses a function which is defined by equation; the user is limited to only 1 function
for clay. These differences caused slight differences in the computed results. Figure
39 shows the NCEL data which agrees very closely with that of Reference 5. This
establishes a benchmark control point from which a detailed analysis can be
undertaken.

One point of considerable interest is the strain dependent properties for the Bay
Mud. Rollins in Reference 24 uses data by Lodde, Reference 25, to define the
strain dependent shear modulus ratio. Figure 40 shows a plot of the Bay Mud curve
compared with the more normal values based on data provided in Reference 26. It
can be seen that the Bay Mud has a significantly stiffer modulus with strain. Figure
40 also contains data from Mexico City, Reference 27 which is very similar to the
Bay Mud behavior. The Mexico City clays were noted to be rather stiff at low strain.
Note that distant earthquakes are low strain events. The SHAKE analysis was
repeated using the less stiff values normally associated with clays as a substitute for
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the Bay Muds. Figure 41 shows that amplification does not occur. Strains in the

analysis using the Bay Mud properties are in the range of 0.03 to 0.08 percent in the

Bay Mud layers; this results in an effective shear modulus of about 60 percent of

maximum with damping in the range of 0.06 to 0.12 of critical. However when

typical clay data is used the shear modulus drops to about 10 percent of maximum

and damping increases to 0.08 to 0.15 of critical. This explains why the stiffer Bay
Mud properties do not attenuate the motion as does typical clay. Reference 24

evaluates the significance of shear wave velocity over a wide range and concludes

that this is not a factor of high sensitivity. They also conclude that:

"the older bay sediments contributed very little to the ground amplification, the
Bay Muds contributed somewhat, but by far the greatest contribution came from the

fill material. However, this observation should not be understood to mean that the

fill sand is inherently more prone to amplification than the Bay Mud, but rather that

the fill is under lower confining pressure and by its surcharging effect, provides the

Bay Mud with higher shear stiffness."

This author disagrees at least in part with this conclusion. It would appear from

looking at Figure 39 that the amplification is occurring in the upper sand layer;

however as shown above it is the stiff Bay Mud characterization which was shown to

cause amplification. It is true that the confinement of the Bay Mud by the upper

sand layer contributes to the stiffness of the Bay Mud. However the Bay Mud as

characterized by Lodde in Reference 25 shows it to be stiffer with straining than
would be expected. This is thought to be very significant. The San Francisco site

and the Mexico City site both have clays that are substantially stiffer than would be

expected. Reference 30 shows that the Plasticity Index for Bay Muds is in the range

of 20 to 40 between 38 and 75 feet. The Plasticity Index for Mexico City clays was

30. Reference 31 shows data documenting that the shear moduls is stiffer with

shear strain as the Plasticity Index increases. This little publicized data indicates

that the stiffness of clay under cyclic loading should be increased to account for the

Plasticity Ratio. The Plasticity Index is based on the amount of water required to

transform a remolded soil from semisolid to a liquid state. It is a function only of

the size shape and mineralogy of the soil particles and the pore water.

The effect of loose sand deposits is also clearly of interest since it is believed

that these can contribute to amplification. This will be explored in the next section.
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Effects of Loose Surface Deposits

To study the problem of whether loose sand deposits contribute to amplification
a generic soil profile was constructed composed of layers of sand. The upper 70 feet
was assumed to be composed of sand. The Pasadena 1952 earthquake record was
applied to the bedrock normalized to the 0.05g level. A series of studies were
conducted during which the upper layers was assumed composed of sand
corresponding to a specific Standard Penetration Test blowcount. The blowcount
was converted to shear modulus and the associated property used in the analysis.
Figure 42 is taken from DM7 and is based on work by Ohsaki and Iwasaki,
Reference 28 from 1972. This data is old and limited and should be replaced.
Reference 29 is a new comparison and presents Figure 43 which shows other
relations. For the purpose of this analysis the most representative average estimate
was thought to be the Ohta relationship for sands. Figure 44 shows the acceleration
profiles for various blow counts of the upper 70 foot zone. It is clear that the looser
the zone the lower the shear modulus and the higher the amplification. Figure 45
illustrates the sharp increase in amplification when the blow count falls below 20.

Larger Earthquakes And Treasure Island

A question occurs as to how Treasure Island will respond to a larger level of
ground shaking. Will there be a corresponding amplification in ground motion? To
answer this the analysis described above was repeated for an earthquake at twice
the amplitude of the Loma Prieta event. Figure 46 shows the expected site
acceleration with depth. Doubling the bedrock motion did not double the surface
acceleration. Nonlinear behavior resulting in a softer shear modulus combined with
increased damping reduced the amplification from about 3 to about 2. The effect of
the stiff Bay Muds at low strain produces maximum amplification at the low levels
of ground shaking associated with those low strains. Thus the phenomenon is
primarily associated with distant earthquakes having low levels of ground motion
which excite the soil deposits at low levels of strain to produce the amplification.
This phenomenon can be predicted by cyclic shear tests to establish the shear
modulus of the clays under various levels of loading.

18



Figure 47 gives guidance based on Reference 31 for estimating the effect of

Plasticity Index on the shear stiffness of clays. This figure is suggested for use on

Navy coastal sites where high plasticity soils like Bay Muds can be found.

SETTLEMENTS OF LIQUEFIED SAND DEPOSITS

As noted above settlements occurred on Treasure Island and caused damage.

Had the Loma Prieta earthquake lasted longer it would have induced additional

cycles of loading in the soil which would have significantly increased the

deformation. As a saturated cohesionless soil in loose condition undergoes cyclic

shear pore water pressures begin to increase. As the pore pressures increase, the

effective confinement is reduced, which in turn causes a reduction in shear modulus

that makes it easier to deform the soil for a given level of loading. Unfortunately

this mechanism feeds upon itself such that as the soil softens with reducing shear

modulus, large deformations can occur with the onset of liquefaction. Soils which

exhibit restrained deformations under one level of shaking can exhibit substantially
greater deformation under an event slightly longer in duration or higher in
amplitude. Navy bases situated on loose saturated soils are highly vulnerable to

damage unless the structures have been designed to mitigate this effect. Mitigation
whether in the form of ground improvement or use of piles is very expensive. While
we can predict the occurrence of liquefaction on level ground away from the

structure with a high enough degree of certainty, prediction of liquefaction beneath

and around the structure is substantially more complicated and not adequately

defined. Prediction of the deformation state (settlements and ground flow) is even

more undefined. This is a major area of concern for the Navy since we have

numerous existing buildings built before liquefaction was recognized as a problem.

New construction is often forced to include the most conservative foundation from a

lack of understanding of the liquefaction deformation.

Liquefaction deformation includes two basic components: settlements

resulting from compaction of loose saturated deposits with an outflow of pore water

under shear induced pressures, and lateral spreading of the ground from flow of

reduced strength liquefied deposits associated with minor slopes. The estimation of

deformation, while a topic for research by many, is lacking reliable accurate

procedures.
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Settlement Estimation

The state of the an for settlement prediction of liquefied deposits consists

basically of empirical data relating shear strain with volumetric strain. In Reference

32, Tokimatsu and Seed present data shown in Figure 48 which relates the volume

strain induced by a magnitude 7.5 earthquake as a function of effective cyclic shear

strain. They suggest that other magnitudes may be scaled by use of data in Figure
49. The authors apply this data to an estimation of settlement shown in Figure 50.

They divide the soil deposit into layers, they estimate the shear modulus based on

the ratio of shear at a strain level to maximum shear strain, and then use relative

density or blowcount information to compute volumetric strain using Figure 48.

The volumetric strain is adjusted to the earthquake magnitude based on Figure 49

and then corrected for multi-directional effects. Settlements are estimated from the

volumetric strain of each layer and totaled.

The basic procedure outlined by Tokimatsu and Seed can be substantially

simplified if a site analysis using the program SHAKE is used. Shake computes the

effective shear strain as illustrated in Figure 51 for the Treasure Island site. The

calculations can be improved by automation in the form of a spread sheet. A

program was prepared, LIQSS which performs the settlement calculation using data

from Reference 32. Figure 52 shows the spread sheet for the example shown in

Figure 50. The computed settlement of 4.24 inches for a magnitude 7.5 event is

reduced by 0.8 for a magnitude 6.6 event and is 3.22. The value of 3.22 is slightly

less than the 3.37 inches computed by Reference 32. The difference is that LIQSS

uses a finer interpolation algorith for magnitude correction.

Data from the SHAKE analysis of Treasure Island was used with blowcount

data of the site, Figure 37 to predict the settlements at location UM10 on Treasure

Island. The results are shown in Figure 53 using the low estimates of blowcount,

Figure 54 using average estimates of the blowcount and Figure 55 using high

estimates of the blow count. Magnitude corrected settlements range from 4.8 inches

to 12.7 inches with a value of 6 inches for average values. This value is about the

same as the 6 inches estimated from Figure 37.

A procedure has been developed using the data from Reference 32 using the

Tokimatsu and Seed concept but modified to use the output from SHAKE. The
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procedure gave the correct order of magnitude of settlements for Treasure Island
when average blowcounts were used. However the blowcount data is imprecise and
the range of possible values using upper and lower estimates is large. For this
reason NCEL is sponsoring a research study at the Waterways Experiment Station
to bring together a group of experts to evaluate the available data and attempt to
refine the process. The LIQSS computer program is an interim solution to

estimating settlements until better procedures can be developed.

CONCLUSION

This report has presented a detailed study of the response of the Treasure Island

site during the Loma Prieta earthquake. It shows that the behavior during the
earthquake was as might be expected given the loose soil conditions. An extensive

discussion of settlements and liquefaction was presented. There was an extensive
discussion of site improvements techniques used at Treasure Island and the
resulting damage. The site was analyzed using the computer program SHAKE
which was shown to give an accurate assessment of site response and soil

amplification. Choice of appropriate material properties is essential for an accurate
assessment, although the analysis was shown to be rather insensitive to shear
velocities. SHAKE should be used as a preliminary screening tool since it does not

consider material softening with development of pore water pressures; nor, does it
include any 2-dimensional effects such as sloping bedrock conditions. Caution

should be used in using code type spectra for soft site conditions. The effect of
initial static shear stress from foundations was investigated where it was shown that
for loose soils the initial shear reduces strength rather than increases it as might be

expected for dense sands.

Using the data developed by Tokimatsu and Seed an automated procedure
was developed for estimating liquefaction induced settlements. The procedure w is
applied to the Treasure Island site using the Loma Prieta earthquake and results

agree with observed settlements. However the large spread in blowcount data give
a large range in estimated settlements. This problem is under study.

Significant findings are:
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• Buildings in areas wnich settled less than 6 inches generally experienced only
minor damage.

* For loose sands the initial static shear caused by foundations results in a reduction
of strength.

* Site improvement at least during moderate events was very effective.
Alternative procedures appear to have performed equally well.

* SHAKE can predict site response and soft site amplification given an accurate
assessment of the subsurface soil properties.

" Treasure Island amplification was shown to be dependent upon the Bay Mud
properties.

* San Francisco Bay Muds resembles the Mexico City clays in being stiffer with
straining than otherwise expected. This is related to its Plasticity Index

* Loose sands cause site amplification especially when blow counts of less than 20
occur in the upper layers.

* The LIQSS program using data from Tokimatsu and Seed gives reasonable
estimates of settlement when average blowcount data is used.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The following are recommended:

• That Navy review soil borings for bases in seismically active regions to identify
regions where clay deposits are prevalent.

* That the shear modulus properties of the clay under various levels of cyclic
loading be obtained from soils reports if available. If not available tests should

be conducted to determine whether those clays exhibit high stiffness as found in
San Francisco and Mexico City. Screening should include evaluation of Plasticity
Index
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* That Figure 47 be used for high plasticity clays at Naval waterfront sites.

* That Navy support deep instrumentation arrays. Such an array will yield
information on actual bedrock motion and amplification. NCEL and Western
Division have jointly supported and assisted researchers from Brigham Young
University and the University of New Hampshire perform borings and field tests
at Treasure Island. NSF is providing funding for installation of a deep
instrument array on Treasure Island.

* That Navy pursue NSF funding for an array in the San Diego area.

" LIQSS should be used as an interim approximate means for estimating
settlements. Upper and lower bound blowcount should be used to give an
estimation of the range of possible settlements.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The author wishes to thank Professor Kyle Rollins, Brigham Young University,
for providing the Loma Prieta earthquake record and site data on Treasure Island.
Mr. Richard Faris, Geotechnical Branch Head, Western Division provided
information on the Treasure Island site and provided many useful comments during
this study. Their assistance is most appreciated.

REFERENCES

1. Lew, Marshal "Characteristics of Vertical Ground Motions Recorded During the
Loma Prieta Earthquake," Proceedings Second International Conference on Recent
Advances in Geotechnical Earthquake Engineering and Soil Dynamics, March 11-
15 1991, St. Louis, Missouri.

2. Seed R. B. et. al. EERC 90-05 "Preliminary Report On The Principal
Geotechnical Aspects Of The October 17, 1989 Loma Prieta Earthquake;' College
of Engineering University of California, Berkeley, California April 1990.

23



3. Seed R. B. et al. "Liquefaction of Soils in the 1989 Loma Prieta Earthquake",
Proceedings Second International Conference on Recent Advances in Geotechnical
Earthquake Engineering and Soil Dynamics, March 11-15 1991, St. Louis, Missoun.

4. Egan, John A. and Zihi-Liang Wang, "Liquefaction Related Ground Deformation
And Effects On Facilities At Treasure Island, San Francisco, During the 17 October
1989 Loma Prieta Earthquake," Proceedings from the Third Japan-U.S. Workshop
on Earthquake Resistant Design of Lifeline facilities and Countermeasures for Soil
liquefaction, National Center for Earthquake Engineering Research, State
University of New York at Buffalo Feb. 1991.

5. Hryciw, Roman D. et al. "Soil Amplification at Treasure Island During The Loma
Prieta Earthquake", Proceedings Second International Conference on Recent
Advances in Geotechnical Earthquake Engineering and Soil Dynamics, March 11-
15 1991, St. Louis, Missouri.

6. Seed R. B., S.E. Dickenson, and C.M. Mok" Seismic Response of Soft Clay Sites:
Recent Lessons; EERI Fory-fourth Annual Meeting, San Franciso, Feb. 6-8 1992.

7. Egan John A. et. al. "Evaluation of Interior Area Performance For Naval Station
Treasure Island, San Franciso, California", Geomatrix Consultants Oct. 1990.

8. Egan John A. et. al. "Perimeter Dike Stability Evaluation For Naval Station
Treasure Island, San Francisco, California" Geomatrix Consultants Oct. 1990.

9. Carter David P. and H. B. Seed, EERC 88-11 "Liquefaction Potential of Sand
Deposits Under Low Levels Of Excitation", University of California, berkeley,
california August 1988.

10. Seed, H. B. et. al. EERC 87-15, "Relationships Between Soil Conditions And
Earthquake Ground Motions In Mexico City In The Earthquake Of Sept. 19, 1985,"
University of California, Berkeley california Oct. 1987.

11. Seed H. B. et. al. EERC 75-28, "Evaluation of Soil Liquefaction Potential During
Earthquakes," University of California, Berkeley, California Oct. 1975.

24



12. Mitchel James K. et. al., EFRC 90-08 "Soil Conditions and Earthquake Hazard
Mitigation In The Marina District Of San Franciso University of California,
Berkeley, California, May 1990.

13. Mitchel James K et al.'Performance of Improved Ground During The Loma
Prieta Earthquake", University of California, Berkeley, California Oct. 1991.

14. Tokimatsu, K. and H. B. Seed, Evaluation of Settlements in Sands Due To
Earthquake Shaking," American Society Of Civil Engineers Journal of Geotechnical

Engineering, V. 113, Number 8, pp 861-878, 1987.

15. Liao, S.C. et al. "Regression Models for Evaluationg Liquefaction Probability,"
American Society of Civil Engineers Journal of Geotechnical Engineering, V. 114,

Number 4, pp 389-411, 1988.

16. Lee, K. L and A. Albaisa, "Earthquake Induced Settlements In Saturated

Sands", American Society Of Civil Engineers Journal of Geotechnical Engineering,
V. 100, Number 4, pp 387-406, 1974.

17. Hynes, M. E. et al. "Seismic Stability Evaluation of Folsum Dam and Reservoir

Project. Report No 4, USACE, Waterways Experiment Station, Vicksburg,
Mississippi, 1988.

18. Seed H. B. et. al., EERC 88/04, "Re-evaluation of the Slide In The Lower San
Fernando Dam In The Earthquake Of February 9, 1971", University of California,

Berkeley, California April 1988.

19. Vaid, Y.P. and J.C. Chern, "Cyclic and Monotonic Undrained Response of

Saturated Sands", ASCE National Convention, Advances in the Art Of Testing Soils
Under Cyclic Loading. Oct. 1985

20. Finn, W. D. Liam "Assessment of liquefaction Potential and Post-Liquefaction

Behavior of earth Structures: Developments 1981-1991", Proceedings Second
International Conference on Recent Advances in Geotechnical Earthquake
Engineering and Soil Dynamics, March 11-15 1991, St. Louis, Missouri.

25



21. Seed H. B. et. al. "Influence of SPT Procedures in Soil Liquefaction Resistance
Evaluations", American Society Of Civil Engineers Journal of Geotechnical

Engineering, V. 3, Number 12, Dec. 1985.

22. Seed H. B. and P. De Alba, "Use of SPT and CPT Tests for Evaluating

Liquefaction Resistance of Soils", Proceedings of the Specialty Conference on the
Use of Insitu Tests in Geotechnical Engineering, American Society Of Civil
Engineers Special Publication No 6, Blacksburg, Virginia June 1986.

23. DeAlba Pedro, et. al."Deep Instrumentation Array at Treasure Island Naval

Station" in publication.

24. Rollins, Kyle et al. "Soil Amplification at Treasure Island During The Loma

Prieta Earthquake" in publication.

25. Lodde, P.F. "Dynamic Response of San Francisco Bay Mud" MS Thesis,

University of Texas at Austin 1982.

26. Schnabel Per B., et. al. "SHAKE, A Computer Program For Earthquake
Response Analysis Of Horizontally Layered Sites", EERC 72-12 University of

California, Berkeley, Ca Dec 1972.

27. Seed H. B. et al. "Relationships Between Soil Conditions and earthquake

Ground Motions in Mexico City In The Earthquake of Sept. 19, 1985,' EERC 87-15
University of California, Berkeley Ca Oct. 1987.

28. Ohsaki Y and R. Iwasaki "On Shear Moduli and Poison's Ratios of Soil
Deposits' Soils and Foundations, Vol. 13 No4 1973.

29. Sykora D. W. "Examination of Existing Shear Wave Velocity and Shear Modulus

Correlations in Soils" USAEWES Miscellaneous Paper GL 87-22 Sept. 1987.

30. Sharma H. D. "Performance of a harzardous Waste and Sanitary Landfill
subjected to Loma Prieta Earthquake", Proceedings Second International

Conference on Recent Advances in Geotechnical Earthquake Engineering and Soil

Dynamics, March 1991, St Lousis Missouri.

26

..J



31. Vucetic M. et al. "Effect of Soil Plasticity on Cyclic Response" Journal of

Geotechnical Engineering Vol 117 No. 1. January 1991.

32. Tokimatsu K and H. B. Seed. "Evaluation of Settlements in Sands Due to

Earthquake Shaking", Journal of Geotechnical Engineering Vol 113 No. 8. August
1987.

27



3 50 .... I .... I.... . . ... ... . . . .

N, MAGNITUDES

C * 0.0+

50 Oakland 1.0+

• , , an 0 2.0+

Frnic% 0 3.0+

40' ' 0+

0 5.0+
(lb Q 6.0+

1~1, 7.C+
-. '0" 0

San Jose "

2o' .

o% Los - ,
7 0 Gatos K A

10'

~' MAIN o

30 P

US.9 Afes e"
o osgs I*

LLJ Walonvilic

5 0 o .. . . . I . 0 4 T .40' 30, 20' 10' 1220 50' 40' 30, 20'

(a) Pin. Viw

SW NE NW SE

0 C,

000

~10

* 1 Mainshock
__ __ __ ___I_ I

0 10 go 0 to 20 30 40 so
DISTANCE. IN MILES TANCE. IN MILES

(b) Vetial Crow-Seail (c) Vdcad Cros-S dm PaNllto the FaM Tram
Aaam the Fmak Flme

Figure 1. Location of Loma Pricata earthquake and aftershocks. (Reference 2)

28



Ahwn Mmdn A ANDREA" FAULT

Direcion O

Fauit

Fiue2Mlutaino autmvmn Rfrne2

290



3-

C

C

....... Be........ .. ... "
c 0 

0 O0 200

Distance to Fault (kIn)

Figure 3. Ratio of vertical to horizontal acceleration, both components considered.

(Reference 1)

3-•
2 - --- ... .. ---. . .

0
100 200

Disanc to Fault (bn)

Figure 4. Ratio of vertical to horizontal acceleration, average of horizontal
components. ( Reference 1)

30



SAW
MAP

"MOND
LArgs Coostmi Lxxkio

D*upWV HWw" I

Oth AVWVA UWh&% gy

SAN
FRANCIS90

A" LAND
DALT Cl

RAW.=

Cl

POW

VA 40 IfAll INCH

POMPOWWATE

86CH

Us"
$TAM IWACH 

UWW Nwftn of UVftift

W4 And,

oqcawm

"ILL

%WTA

SCW UWOMMW &*jW FWum SwW Oak GUM
L&Uft Sprm@04 soomme

WATURVILL9

MONTEREY
SAY so*

SCALC 0 MOIGLA

SWULAW"s

Figure 5. Map of affected area. (Reference 2)
31



A%

*4*0~o

An~ch 020 Km

Figur 6. Map ook 0~ alsmSnFacsoByae

*SI32



RI H O D0 2 4 M ILE S

SCALE

sandsof isa n nw

Sandd 604. W"

UWW ftesed--

Figuree 7.n Se~rniDow ay shwn Treasur Iosoand smandsiiufcin

Sand (Reference 4.)

Lowa So swd .... .. . 33



ii

~ 

A

-, 
a 

La.

~ 3
jI

~, '-S a ~. 
-IN, 

-I

1 a 

I d~i*i
4 

I

*3

hi .1 

4 

'I
0 

Z
* 0

*~ 
-~ 

:1 z
I-

J

* . a

1. -4

a
a 

~ Its. I

'-I

4)

)~" 'a

4 

U4-d

J -e 

4;

~
&

mu 

.1U 

4)

I- 

hia-4)

4)

ad4)'4

I-

z

3

34 2



712b 4.1

c~ -o

4 4)

o o

o~ A.

IRSI

Lfi

0 o

o -2

35~ ~ 1 i



a * a ~ ! I

a * a I ! I

K -I
I 4)

4)
4).

4)!f 'I
4 II '4; ,i
* -I El

ii I 4)
U,

U,

1 3 0
I UI U

*
I -II

- I Iii I-,
/ I-I I ff1 -*

a. 'U
I iH

II, U,

I 4)
I

I*I I I ~.II If
iii"

* 'ial~

I 11111
I ~i ii

a * a * ~

0U

I

i

a

a * u , ;

36



oa'c oo00f oa9 oaoe 0091 ono 009 0

0001

Of .-- 4

4os 40.

LI c,*E -000i:0

4-4

~e. -0001,

0000

000

09 0009

C>~ 0~j

37



Q. .3

8",i

,/ II

,U
* .9.

. . ,.4-...

...... , , , 14

I;JJ / 4),
: U 4)

• III * o • ' • -

K 8u



z0

Cd
a: 0

0

ovo
D 

-8.

CA

- al

w M 0
m~0 0) m

If) 0
a:0 C

0*0

1- &-
-- n c

39



Shear Wave Velocity, Vs (m/sec)
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Figure 14. Shear wave velocity in fill and shoal sands. (Reference 5)
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Figure 15. Shear wave velocity in Bay Mud. (Reference 5)
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Figure 25. Standard Penetration Test, Building 450. (Reference 13)
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Figure 39 NCEL computed results shown with results from Reference 5.
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Figure 41. NCEL computed results without amplification compared with Figure 39.
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Figure 43. Shear wave velocity as function of blowcount. (Reference 29)
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Earthquake Number of representative Volumetric strain ratio,
magnitude cycles at 0.65 -i. C fCN-.
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Figure 49. Adjustment factors for other magnitudes for use with Figure 49
(Reference 32).
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• "" I READY
D28 6.6

A B C D E F
1 Tokimatsu Seed Liquefaction Settlement
2 ----- ---- ----

33
4 Layer Thickness BlowCount Eff Shear Vol Strain Settlement
-- ----- --- ft -- -------------% -------- % ------- In ---
6 1 5.00 9.00 0.0500000 0.1460495 0.18
7 2 5.00 9.00 0.0800000 0.2336792 0.28
8 3 10.00 9.00 0.1200000 0.3505188 0.84
9 4 10.00 9.00 0.1400000 0.4089387 0.98

•:--10 5 10.00 9.00 0.1500000 0.4381486 1.05
11 6 10.00 9.00 0.1300000 0.3797288 0.91
12 7 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
13 8 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
14 9 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
15 10 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
16 11 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
17 12 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
18 13 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
19 14 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
20 15 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
21 16 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
22 17 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
23 18 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
24 19 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
25 20 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
26
27

:::128 Enter earthquake magnitude 6.60
29

.-- 30
..- 31

... 32 Total settlement in inches 3.22

... 33

.-- 34 Enter data in columns B C and D for each sand layer
35 Column B Layer thickness in Feet
36 Column C Blowcounts N sub I

• -- 37 Column D Effective Shear Strain in percent
.-- 38
• ""39

li in

Figure 52. LIQSS resulo dr example in Figure 50.
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READY S.

B16 0
A B C D E F

1 Tokimatsu Seed Liquefaction Settlement

4 Layer Thickness BlowCount Eff Shear Vol Strain Settlement
5 -------- ft --- -------------% -------- ----------In---
6 1 3.00 20.00 0.0002400 0.0002781 0.00
7 2 8.30 12.00 0.0525600 0.1100288 0.22
8 3 8.30 5.00 0.1030500 0.5945436 1.18
9 4 10.00 5.00 0.1681900 0.9703666 2.33
10 5 9.00 5.00 0.1036700 0.5981206 1.29
11 6 20.00 20.00 0.0459600 0.0532513 0.26
12 7 20.00 20.00 0.0489500 0.0567157 0.27
13 8 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
14 9 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
15 10 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
16 11 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
17 12 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00

... 18 13 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
19 14 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
20 15 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00

... 21 16 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
22 17 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
23 18 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
24 19 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
25 20 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
26 °'-

... 27
28 Enter earthquake magnitude 7.00
29
30 ---

... 31
32 Total settlement in inches 4.81

... 33
34 Enter data in columns B C and D for each sand layer
35 Column B Layer thickness in Feet
36 Column C Blowcounts N sub I
37 Column D Effective Shear Strain in percent

... 38
39

4ha wul lIk tdoPrint) 1v FieGetFl) Q(uit

Figure 53. LIQSS results for Treasure Island Using lower bound blowcounts.
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SS5O=*~~ ~ .* . . .* . . . . . . .* . .* . . . .. . .u*= .** ... .** .*S .6* * * *. * . S . *.. ***..

IREADY
.-- B6 3

A B C D E F
1 Tokimatsu Seed Liquefaction Settlement

m 2 - - - - - - - - - -

... 3
4 Layer Thickness BlowCount Eff Shear Vol Strain Settlement
5 -------- ft -- -------------% -------- % ------- In ---
6 1 3.00 20.00 0.0002400 0.0002781 0.00
7 2 8.30 12.00 0.0525600 0.1100288 0.22
8 3 8.30 4.00 0.1030500 0.7698489 1.53
9 4 10.00 4.00 0.1681900 1.2564860 3.02
10 5 9.00 4.00 0.1036700 0.7744807 1.67
11 6 20.00 20.00 0.0459600 0.0532513 0.26

. 12 7 20.00 20.00 0.0489500 0.0567157 0.27
%'" 13 8 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
... 14 9 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
• 15 10 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00

16 11 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
• 17 12 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
• 18 13 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
... 19 14 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
• 20 15 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
• 21 16 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
• 22 17 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
• 23 18 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
... 24 19 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
• 25 20 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0,0000000 0.00
• ,, 26
• ,- 27 ---
. 28 Enter earthquake magnitude 7.00
... 29

... 130 ---

.,- 31

... 32 Total settlement in inches 6.04

... 33
34 Enter data in columns B C and D for each sand layer
35 Column B Layer thickness in Feet
36 Column C Blowcounts N sub I
37 Column D Effective Shear Strain in percent• - 38 -,-

• -- 39

S.5.~. p~P~~SS~ ~ *~~S~* ppP *~~ PS P P* *~*S ** *P .. ...... ... ~ P.....
Wha wu I in I

Figure 54 LIQSS results for Treasure Island using average blowcounts.
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. .. .

cc. READY
B6 3

A B C D E F
1 Tokimatsu Seed Liquefaction Settlement

.. 3
4 Layer Thickness BlowCount Eff Shear Vol Strain Settlement
5 -------- ft --..... ---------------% --% ----In ---
6 1 3.00 20.00 0.0002400 0.0002781 0.00
7 2 8.30 10.00 0.0525600 0.1358934 0.27
8 3 8.30 2.00 0.1030500 1.7179013 3.42 -- ,
9 4 10.00 2.00 0.1681900 2.8038217 6.73 C--

10 5 9.00 2.00 0.1036700 1.7282371 3.73 ---
11 6 20.00 20.00 0.0459600 0.0532513 0.26
12 7 20.00 20.00 0.0489500 0.0567157 0.27 ---
13 8 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
14 9 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00 -CC

CCC 15 10 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
16 11 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
17 12 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
18 13 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
19 14 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
20 15 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
21 16 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
22 17 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
23 18 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
24 19 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
25 20 0.00 0.00 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00
26 ---
27
28 Enter earthquake magnitude 7.00
29
30
31
32 Total settlement in inches 12.72

... 33
34 Enter data in columns B C and D for each sand layer
35 Column B Layer thickness in Feet lae
36 Column C Blowcounts N sub I
37 Column D Effective Shear Strain in percent
38 -,C
39

.. ..... ..... ....... ..0............. .
What would like to do? P(rint), S(ave File), G(et File), Q(uit)

Figure 55. LIQSS results for Treasure Island using upper bound blowcounts.
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Appendix

Computer Program LIQSS

INTRODUCTION

The computer program LIQSS was developed as an interim solution for

computing settlements from liquefaction of cohesionless soils. It is based on data

from Reference 32. The procedure requires a SHAKE analysis be perfromed for

the site.

SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS

The program LIQSS will operate on any PC computer with a minimum 512 k
memory and DOS 3.2 or higher. Printing of results is accomplished by a parallel

printer connected to LPT1 or a serial printer with LPT1 redirected.

INPUT REQUIREMENTS

A SHAKE analysis is required for use of LIQSS program. SHAKE requires

the soil deposit be divided into layers, and the design earthquake time history record

be specified, and shear and damping properties of the soil layers be specified. The
user is expected to be familiar with this procedure.

In addition to the SHAKE parameters, blowcounts data in the sand layers is

required. Place the disk in drive A and type LIQSS to begin the program. A spread

sheet will be presented. Enter data for each sand layer. Do not include
nonliqueflable layers. Enter the effective cyclic shear strain from the SHAKE
analysis results. As each layer is completed the settlement is computed and the total

displayed. To save or print results press the slash key, /; then enter P to print, S to
save or G to get a file from disk. Note the spread sheet extends from colums A
through F and rows 1 through 37. Depending on the type of monitor, not all of the

screen may be visible. Use the arrow keys to move about the spread sheet.

The following definitions apply:

A-1



Thickness Thickness of a layer in feet. Use same layers used in SHAKE.

Blowcounts Use N I corrected blowcount for layer.

Effective Use SHAKE data expressed as percent.

Shear Strain

Magnitude Richter magnitude of earthquake

Computed results are:

Volume Strain Volume Strain in percent

Settlement Settlement of layer in inches

Total Settlement Total settlement for all liquefiable layers in inches.
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DISTRIBUTION QUESTIONNAIRE

The Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory is revising its primary distribution lists.

SUBJECT CATEGORIES

1 SHORE FACILITIES 3D Alternate energy source (geothermal power, photovoltaic
1A Construction methods and materials (including corrosion power systems, solar systems, wind systems, energy

control, coatings) storage systems)
1B Waterfront structures (maintenance/deterioration control) 3E Site data and systems integration (energy resource data,
1 C Utilities (including power conditioning) integrating energy systems)
1 D Explosives safety 3F EMCS design
1 E Aviation Engineering Test Facilities 4 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
1 F Fire prevention and control 4A Solid waste management
1G Antenna technology 4B Hazardous/toxic materials management
1 H Structural analysis and design (including numerical and 4C Waterwaste management and sanitary engineering

computer techniques) 4D Oil pollution removal and recovery
1J Protective construction (including hardened shelters, shock 4E Air pollution

and vibration studies) 4F Noise abatement
1K Soil/rock mechanics 5 OCEAN ENGINEERING
1 L Airfields and pavements 5A Seafloor soils and foundations
1 M Physical security 5B Seafloor construction systems and operations (including
2 ADVANCED BASE AND AMPHIBIOUS FACIUTIES diver and manipulator tools)
2A Base facilities (including shelters, power generation, water 5C Undersea structures and materials

supplies) 5D Anchors and moorings
2B Expedient roads/airfields/bridges 5E Undersea power systems, electromechanical cables, and
2C Over-the-beach operations (including breakwaters, wave connectors

forces) 5F Pressure vessel facilities
2D POL storage, transfer, and distribution 5G Physical environment (including site surveying)
2E Polar engineering 5H Ocean-based concrete structures
3 ENERGY/POWER GENERATION 5J Hyperbaric chambers
3A Thermal conservation (thermal engineering of buildings, 5K Undersea cable dynamics

HVAC systems, energy loss measurement, power ARMY FEAP
generation) BDG Shore Facilities

38 Controls and electrical conservation (electrical systems, NRG Energy
energy monitoring and control systems) ENV Environmental/Natural Responses

3C Fuel flexibility (liquid fuels, coal utilization, energy from solid MGT Management
waste) PRR Pavements/Railroads

TYPES OF DOCUMENTS

D - Techdata Sheets; R - Technical Reports and Technical Notes; G - NCEL Guides and Abstracts; I = Index to TDS; U = User

Guides; 0 None - remove my name

Old Address: New Address:

Telephone No.: Telephone No.:



INSTRUCTIONS

The Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory has revised its primary distribution lists. To help us verify
our records and update our data base, please do the following:

" Add - circle number on list

* Remove my name from all your lists - check box on list.

* Change my address - add telephone number

* Number of copies should be entered after the title of the subject categories
you select.

* Are we sending you the correct type of document? If not, circle the type(s) of
document(s) you want to receive listed on the back of this card.

Fold on line, staple, and drop in mal.
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